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Remarks 

Applicants rcspecirully request reconsideration of this application. Claims l-4> S- 
13 J 6s 19-20, 22-24, 26-27, 29 and 30 have been amended. Claim 1 8 has been canceled. 
Claim 31 has been added. 

In the specidcation, the pai^agraph on page 3, slarthig on line 4, has been amended 
to delete a repeating sentence. 

The amendments to the claims arc made only to place the claims in what 
Applicants consider to be bettor form and not in response to the rejections. Applicants do 
not believe any amendment wm needed to overcome the rejections or otherwise to 
coniply with any requirement of patentability. 

Ohjeclious 

Examiner objected to claim 18 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all oTthc limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening daims. Applicants have written the limitations of claim 
18 and biise claan 1 as new claim 31 and canceled claim 18. Applicants submit that new 
claim 31 is in condition for allowance. 

Rekctious Under 35 U.S. C. § 102 

Claims M7 and 19-30 were rejected under 35 U.S,C. 102(c) as being anticipated 
by CoDklin ct al., U-S, Patent No, 6,415,283 Q'ConklUt"). Applicants respectfully submit 
that the present claims arc patentable over Conklin. I'he cited reference does not disclose 
or suggest all of the elements of the Applicants' claims. 

Specifically, independent claim 1 recites a method of generating a knowledge 
neighborhood, which includes (among other operations): selecting a set of knowledge 
profiles which contaiji a rool concept; and determining a set of kjiowledge neighbors for 
the root concept, wherein each knowledge neighbor is a concept represented by one or 
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uiorc tcniis that arc Qonimoii among the knowledge profiles m the set of knowledge 
profiles. 

Independent claims 19 and 26 also each include limitations similar to these. 
Applicaats submit that ConkUn does not disclose or suggest these limitations. 

First, Conklin does not disclose or suggest selecting a set of knowledge profiles 
which co ntain a root concept. Rxaminer suggests that the attribute set of Conklin is the 
sot of knowledge profiles of claims 1,19 and 26. (Ofilcc Action, Nov. 29, 2004, p. 2). 
Examiner also suggests that the node of ConkVuu eg. Node A, is an example of the root 
concept of claims 1, 19 and 26. Iti However, the attribute set of Conklin docs not contain 
a node (allcgetlly the *^root concept"). Rather, the attribute set o( Conklin is 
predetermined and then mapped to vaiious nodes. Specifically, the tree structure 
comprises a plurality oftiodes, wherein each node includes an aUribatc. The attributes do 
not include a node. Ilcnce, Conklin does not disclose or suggest selecting a set of 
knowledge prolUes which contain a root concept. 

Second, Conklin docs not disclose or siiggest determining a set of knowledge 
neighbors for ihc root concept, wherein each knowledge neighbor is a concept 
represented by one or more terms that arc common among the knowledge profiles in the 
scL of knowledge profiles. Rather, Conklin discloses mapping attributes in a set of 
attributes to nodes in a tree structure, {Conklin, col. 3, lines 66-67). Examiner suggests 
that Node B-Node F in Figure 2 of Conklin can be the knowledge neighbors of claim 1 
for the root concept Node A. (Office Action, Nov. 29, 2004, p. 3). Examiner further 
suggests tJiat Attributci - Attributco can be the knowledge profiles of claim 1 . (Office 
Action, Nov, 29, 2004, p. 2). However, Node B-Node F cannot be knowledge ncighboi-s 
for Node A, Node B-Node F are not concepts represented by one or more terms that are 
common among Atlributct - AttributCy (or the knowledge profiles), as would be required 
by claim 1. Specifically^ neither the attribute names nor values arc terms common among 
Atlributci - AllrihittCy (allegedly the "knowledge profiles'') that represent Node B-Nodc 
F (allegedly the "concepts'"). 

As seen in Figure 2 of Conklin, attribute names arc not commoji among Attributci 
- Attribute*). Rather, in Conklin, attribute names are compared with node names to 
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idcntily matches. (Conklin, col. 4, lines 17-19). Additionally, as seen in Figure 2 of 
Conklin, atltibule values do not represent Node B-Nodc F. Rather, the vuluc provides a 
quaalitfilivc mcj^siire for the attribulc. {Conklm, col. 2, lines 37-38). Therefore, Node B- 
Node F arc nol concepts represented by one or more terms that arc common among 
Examiner's knowledge profiles (Altributei - Attrlbute9). Accordingly, Node B-Node F 
camiol bo the knowledge neighbors of claim 1. 

Therefore. Conklin docs not disclose or suggest determining a plurality of 
knowledge nciglibors for the root concept, wherein each of the knowledge neighbors is a 
concept represented by one or more terms that are common among the knowledge 
profiles in the set of knowledge profiles, as required by Applicants' claims. 

Thcrefcne, Conklin fails to teach or suggest all of the limitations of Applicants' 
claims. Accordingly, Conklin does not anticipate independent claims 1,19 and 26. 
Claims 2-1 7, 20-25 and 27-30 have either been canceled or depend, directly or indirectly, 
from one of the foregoing independent claims. Therefore, Conklin fails to anticipate 
claims 2-17, 20-25 and 27-30 for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to 
cliiims 1,19 and 26. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

R equest for E x aminer In itials 

Applicants request that the E?caniincr initial the cited document on pages 1-3 oF 
Form PTO-1449 submitted with an Liformation Disclosure Statement filed March 7, 
2001 in the present application and return a photocopy of that initialed Form PTO-1449 
to Applicants, Applicants request the Examiner's initials in order lo show consideration 
of tlie cited references. 

A photocopy of the previously-submitted Form PTO-1449 is included herewith 
without copies of the previously submitted references. 

Request for Entrance of Previously SubmiHcd 
Reques t to Approve Drawing Changes and Preliminary A mendment 
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Appliccmts ijLibmitted, on October 7, 2002, a Request lo Approve Drawing 
Cliangcs and a Preliminary Amendment lo correct typographical eiTOrs in the 
spcci Hcfition. Tho Office Aciion of Novcinber 29, 2004 did not indicate that the 
Examiner considered llie Preliminary An^cndment and Request to Approve Drawing 
Cliangcs, Applicants respectfully request Examiner consider and enter the previously 
siihmiiicd Preliminary Amendment and Request to Approve Drawing Changes. A 
photocopy of tlic previously submitted Preliminary Amcndjiient and Request to Approve 
Drawing Changes is included herewith. 



Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully submit the present application is in condition for 
allowance. If the lixaniiner believes a telephone conference would expedite or assist in 
the allowance of the present application, Ihc Examiner is invited to call Jordan Becker at 
(408) 720-8300, 

Pursuant to 37 C.l'.R. 1,1 36(a)(3), Applicants hereby request and authorize tlie 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office to (1) treat any concurrent or future reply that requires 
a petition for extension of lime as incorporating a petition for extension of lime for the 
appropriate length of time and (2) charge all required fees, including extension of time 
fees and fees under 37 C.F.R. 1.16 and 1,17, to Deposit Account No. 02-2666. 

Respectfully submitted^ 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOLT, TAYT-OR Sc ZAFMAN LLP 

Date: -^h ^/ or A^^, /t ^^ ^ 

^ ( JowffanM. Becker 

Rfeg. No. 39,602 

12^00 WilshiTc Boulevard 
Scvk^nlh Floor 

Los Anp,eles. CA 90025-1026 
(408) 720-8300 
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